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Abstract: This paper presents the initial findings of an ethnographic study that explores the different facets
influencing the socio-cultural context and their impact on the flow of design knowledge between students
and the instructor within a specific pedagogical architectural design studio in Cairo, Egypt. The study uses
ethnography, where the first author of the paper joins the studio of the second author as a participant
observer to be able to understand how the socio-cultural system within the studio influences the students’
experience. In this investigation, students and recent graduates of this design studio were interviewed
regarding their perception of the studio, the instructor and the process. The analysis, which used grounded
theory as its basis, started to reveal a series of themes that appeared to be working in tandems. In this
paper we discuss the first two emerging themes that created The Push and The Pull dialectic. Their
interdependent duality gave shape to a specific socio-cultural context for the studio, and appears to have
played a role in shaping the students’ perception of the course while affecting the flow of design knowledge
in it. The resulting state of dichotomous tension influenced students’ behaviour by pushing and pulling
them towards a state of self-discovery that led most of the interviewed students to consider the studio
under study as one of the most influential in their learning experience within their school of architecture.
Keywords: architectural education in Egypt; ethnography; architectural pedagogy; design process; design
education

1 Introduction
In the 1980s Nigel Cross (1982) called for research into the ways by which architectural education plays a role in
developing the innate cognitive abilities in design students. This to him appeared to be necessary for two reasons, first
to understand how designers (students and professionals) know and think, and also to understand how to use design
as means of developing students’ cognitive abilities even beyond architectural pedagogy. The focus on students and
their instructors (people), how they learn to design (process), and the outcome of that design process (product) is
necessary, from his point of view, to shed light on the nature of design knowledge and its role in the development of
design abilities in individuals (Cross, 2001).
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-Share Alike 4.0
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Research has been carried out to understand the cultural framework of architectural education and how it satisfies
the demand for essential design knowledge and skills, and to explore students’ perception of the design process
within the studio, depending on surveys conducted: to understand studio related problems from students’ point of
view (Sachs, 1999); to evaluate different studio assessment and critique methods (Uraberta et al., 2013); or to
quantitatively evaluate the best practices in design studios from the point of view of faculty members (Soliman, 2017).
Önal and Turgut (2017) also carried out an experimental study to investigate the relation between the design activity
and the designer's cultural schema in the design studio, where they evaluated the interaction between the
architectural design process, as a learning system conducted by the instructor in the studio, and the cultural schema.
The importance of understanding these socio-cultural interactions, especially the influences of the instructor, is
highlighted by Schön (1987), as he sees the instructor as both coach and professional consultant. Simmonds (1981)
adds that the instructor’s opinion is even sometimes appreciated more than the subject matter taught. The
relationship hence established between the student and instructor is an emotional one that affects the dynamics
within the studio (Austerlitz et al., 2002).
This focus on the socio-cultural dimensions is further validated by Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988;
1999), who asserts that creativity of individuals cannot be isolated as a mental process from the socio-cultural systems
in which they function. Csikszentmihalyi further explains that creativity is a process that results from an interaction
among three main forces: culture, which stores and transmits the selected ideas, values and beliefs to the next
generations; the social system, which selects behaviours, values and information that are worth preserving; and the
individual, who transforms the social and cultural domain.
Only a few recent studies have tried to focus on studying the pedagogical design process within that socio-cultural
context. By studying two different departments of architecture, Sachs (1999) identified how the studio does not only
require students to complete a designed project, but also negotiate social relations with their instructors and fellow
students. She identified in her study how social pressure could also lead to a state of stuckness that inhibits the
students from developing their projects. Austerlitz and Sachs (2006) present how modifications to a studio project
could influence communication between students, and hence enhance design as a social act within that studio.
Önal and Turgut (2017) indicated that the architectural design education depends on the cultural schemas and social
interactions occurring between students and their instructor within the studio, where these interactions are
interpreted as cyclical processes, in which the individual's normative values are transformed into the behavioural
mechanisms that allow for the emergence of relevant design knowledge, which is the most important outcome in the
pedagogical design process. Austerlitz (2007) recommends that ethnography amongst other qualitative methods
should be used for one to be able to research students’ learning experience within the social context of the studio.

2 Research Goals and Scope
This paper presents the initial findings of an ethnographic study of the 8-week summer semester of the course ARCH
454 / 4555: Architectural Design Studio 4, taught at the American University in Cairo (AUC), Egypt. The study focuses
on what Cross (2001) considers as the three main sources of knowledge within design research, namely; the people
(the instructor and students), the process, and the design product.
The study is based on the assumptions that design is not only a cognitive process, but also a social one (Kalay, 2001;
Alexiou & Zamenopoulos, 2008; Oak, 2011), and that architectural pedagogy in the specific socio-cultural context of
Cairo, Egypt while being understudied, could also reflect specific dimensions different from other cities and countries.
Social interaction factors such as team planning, reviewing, prioritizing, persuasions, negotiating, and commitments to
ideas and instructions, that are usually used within design processes to resolve or avoid conflicts (Cross & Cross,
1995), were analysed, and students and faculty members were interviewed to understand the reasons behind their
actions.
Accordingly, the study was based on participant observation to allow the immersion in the day-to-day studio practices
of the ARCH 454 course. The first author–hereafter referred to as the participant author–was actively involved as a
participant observer, and therefore was acting as one of the teaching assistants in the team led by the course
instructor who is the second author. The authors chose ethnography and participant observation as means to explore
the inner workings of the course in its natural setting.
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3 Research Method
Ethnography along with participant observation were selected as strategic qualitative methodologies in this study to
comprehend the full technical and socio-cultural attributes of the design decisions under study and their specific
context (Fischer & Finkelstein, 1991). Such an approach allows the study to understand the educational design
phenomenon within its natural environment. It attempts to make sense of and interpret the phenomena under study
in terms of the meaning people bring to them (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998).
The study also used open-ended and semi-structured interviews to collect qualitative data regarding the studied
course and its history from students (enrolled in the studio at the time of the study and previous ones) regarding their
experience, and faculty members (instructor and teaching assistants) regarding their insights.
The study used grounded theory coding as basis for analytic induction, where the emergent phenomena were
identified from the observed data and respondents’ words through a series of steps that would guarantee a good
theory as the outcome (Glaser, 1967). The process went through iterative cycles of coding to identify the thematic
influences of social interactions on all aspects related to the design process within the studio. The basic idea in these
steps involved the continuous examination, comparison and reading of multiple sources of data such as field notes,
interviews and memos to arrive at a set of emergent phenomena (Strauss, 1998).

4 The Context
Following is a description of the context in which this ethnographic study took place.

4.1 The University
The AUC was founded originally in 1919 as an American-accredited private institution of higher education (Murphy,
1987). Its governance is very different from that of the secular government universities represented by the ESCU, as it
attempts to provide a university education conforming to the American model, with its program rooted in the liberal
arts education (Shann, 1992). The AUC has the highest fees when compared to all other state and private universities
in Egypt, with its fees far above the means of the majority of Egyptian families (Richards, 1992). Also, AUC’s policy of
admitting only students who have mastered the English language ensures that most of the students are of a certain
socio-economic background (Murphy, 1987, p. 41).
The Department of Architecture at the AUC was first established in the School of Science and Engineering as part of
the Construction Department in 2010, which became an independent architectural department in 2015. The course is
part of the undergraduate Bachelor of Science program, which is completed in ten terms (five years) for full-time
students. The program is recognized by the Egyptian Supreme Council of Universities ESCU as equivalent to Egyptian
Architectural Engineering degrees.

4.2 The Course
The ARCH 454 is a 4-credit course that takes place in the fourth year of this five-year program. Architectural Design 4
presents a design process that maintains a dialectic feedback between the faculty members and the students, with
focus on the role of structures on the development of architectural design concepts. The course instructor who has a
Ph.D. degree has been teaching design for more than twenty-five years, and specifically this process-oriented design
course for fifteen continuous years, the last eight years of which were at the AUC. For teaching assistants there was
one senior adjunct teaching assistant with a M.Sc. degree, two junior adjunct teaching assistants, a student teaching
assistant, and the participant author whose tasks included the documentation of the course, which was a task that the
instructor has maintained for three previous years.
The class consisted of thirteen students, eleven females and two males. Consent forms were obtained from all student
respondents, and they were informed along with the teaching assistants of the nature of the study from the first day
of class.
The course is originally about 15 weeks, with six contact hours per week leading to a total of 80 hours of contact time
in the fall/spring semesters. However, for the summer semester it is officially a six weeks course, with nearly 15 hours
per week. However, for its demanding nature and due to an official holiday falling within its period it extended to
eight weeks, leading to a total of nearly 69 contact hours throughout the term. Figure 1 below summarizes the contact
time with the students where discussions, one-on-one feedback, group crits, juries and presentation took place.
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Classes met three days a week between 1:00 pm and 6:00 pm with an average contact time of four hours. All 18
attended classes–except the first two–were held in the studio space shown in Figure 2.

6.4 meters

Figure 1. Timeline of the course

9.0 meters
me

Figure 2. Top view perspective of studio

5 Data Collection Procedure
The data collected was in the form of general field observation notes made by the participant author, audio recordings
of nearly all interactions made between students and all faculty members within the studio, images of sketches,
drawings, models and activities were taken throughout all the different stages of the semester. In addition, extensive
digital video recordings were made capturing all general activities occurring in the class from start to end using one
camera, while more specific and individual discussions occurring between instructor and students were recorded
using the second camera. Also open ended and semi-structured interviews with six previous and all 13 current
students of the course were conducted for durations ranging between thirty to sixty minutes and in the periods shown
in Figure 3. Questions were mainly in English, but in answers and discussions English and Arabic languages were used.
All the interviews were transcribed, and were archived in a database along with the field notes for convenient
retrieval and access using Microsoft Office Excel.
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Figure 3. Interviews carried out along the timeline of the course

6 Coding and Analysis
Three main methods of grounded theory coding were conducted in the analysis phase: open coding, axial coding, and
selective coding. The main initial goal of the open coding stage was to identify how the students perceived and
reacted to the instructor and his method and feedback throughout the process. CES313 for instance mentions in an
interview that “We get to be asked ‘What do you think? What do you see?’”. For such interactions referred to by the
students or observed and occurring within the studio conceptual dimensions were developed as memos alongside the
transcripts, as abstract representations. The memo taken for the mentioned quote by CES313 was Transcending
Subjectivity. Those concepts established from the memos were classified into codes, and for the mentioned concept
the code The Convincer was given, as this view of the instructor as one who seeks to convince rather than instruct
appeared to have manifested in different concepts and forms with different students.
Upon the recurrence of similar coded concepts, and cessation of new significant codes, the sets of concepts
established in the open coding stage were refined and an in-depth study of the connections between them was
carried out. This allowed for the emergence of clearer sets of codes, and more detailed subcategories for these sets,
while allowing for the creation of higher main categories. Such main categories along with their corresponding codes,
and concepts were all rearranged in a new list presenting the filtered codes. The code The Convincer along with other
codes describing how the instructor engages the students fell under the main category of Engagement. After several
iterations of transcript review, and parallel open and axial coding analyses, several codes and higher categories were
developed, revised, added, and/or eliminated. This process continued till saturation was achieved, and no new
information, properties, and/or dimensions were observed in the collected data. Higher patterns of relationships
between the main categories allowed for the identification of several themes that described the socio-cultural context
of the studio, once such theme that included the main category Engagement was the theme The Pull.
Table 1 illustrates the final nomenclature used identifying the hierarchy of the terminologies used hereafter. The
table also shows the example of the emerging code presented in this section.
Table 1. Terminology nomenclature used, also showing an example of one of the emerging codes
THEMES

MAIN CATEGORIES

CODES

CONCEPTS / MEMOS

The Pull

Engagement

The Convincer

Transcending Subjectivity

This study used two different methods for qualitative validation; inter-rater reliability, and reprocessing raw data. The
goal was not only to seek validation of methods and emergent findings, but also to use those methods as additional
sources of data collection and insight. Typically, inter-rater reliability is a process where concurrence is established
among more than one coder in the attempt to find rigor concerning the methods used to code and interpret the
results. The goal of this process is to identify the degree of similarity in judgments between independent reviewers
with a considerable agreement that indicates high inter-rater reliability (Touliatos & Compton, 1988). Reprocessing
raw data was used by going back and comparing the final scheme against the raw data, thus conducting a high-level
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comparative analysis. The theoretical emergent scheme should be able to explain most of the observed cases and
events (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 159), which was the case.

7 Emergent Themes
The narration of the analysis and findings of such a qualitative study is as complex as its data collection and analysis,
where written language is not merely a method to communicate findings, but rather an analytical tool (Hammersley &
Atkinson, 2007), that is why the writing of this paper has helped the narrative to further unfold textually, which has
also led to another layer of rearrangement of the findings in a form that made more sense in regards to the events
analysed, and to the authors. That final set of themes is summarized in Table 2.
Table 2. Emergent themes and corresponding main categories.
THEME

MAIN CATEGORIES

THE PUSH

Toughness
Serious Job
Unique Quality

Engagement

THE PULL

Studio Culture
Self-Learning

Two main themes emerged from the coding stage. Together they connect the emergent codes and main categories in
a manner that provides a holistic portrait of the experience and process specific to the socio-cultural context of the
course ARCH 454. The two themes are: The Push and The Pull. Each theme encompasses three main categories of
codes that capture the different facets of the socio-cultural context.

7.1 The Push
The theme titled The Push evolved to connect the main categories and codes that describe the model by which the
main and secondary tasks of the course were presented to the students by the instructor from the beginning of the
course and throughout its different stages. That model created a certain state of immediacy and urgency for the
students.
Three main facets capture how this theme manifests. First, the tasks were presented and evaluated with a certain
level of toughness that pushed the students to work hard from the start. With the reputation of the instructor as a
tough grader preceding the semester, the students knew that this was one of the few design courses where they
could actually get a failing grade. That fear pushed the students to work hard from the start. The toughness also
materialized in the rapid assignments in each week. The three times a week schedule was another factor since
students were used to a twice a week schedule for fall/spring semesters.
The second facet captured how all tasks at hand were presented as a serious job. Once again, the reputation of the
instructor played a role. Some of the students stated that previous students informed them that the instructor was a
relentless one who would push them to their limits in terms of the workload, other students expressed how he stated
the course requirements in a way that highlights the necessity of doing a lot of research and work from the start,
while shifting from 3D to 2D tasks in each stage, and back again. The observations of the participant author also
captured how the seriousness of tasks is underscored by the dense feedback given by faculty and sought by the
students.
The third facet of that sense of push exerted on the students manifested in the unique quality they perceived in the
assigned tasks, as well as in the methods of feedback implemented in each stage; a quality that was not evident to
them in previous courses. One of these unique qualities revolved around the project concept, and how the instructor
framed it and broke it down into tasks and questions. Together they highlighted the importance of the concept in the
process of design. The course also allowed a longer period of time for concept formulation, and even longer time for
6
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concept development and testing reflected through different presentation formats. Also, in each stage, emphasis was
constantly placed on synthesizing the various discoveries into a concise and simple unified idea and form.
In terms of uniqueness, the students also noticed how the instructor did not place heavy emphasis on rendering and
post production of drawings in the interim stages. CES11 says that the instructor “Mainly focuses on the plan and the
sections”, which allowed the students to spend more time on details and development of their narratives, rather than
the “poster design”. One of the unique characteristics of this course was its evident focus on 3D modelling as a design
tool for capturing and expressing meanings and ideas. This surfaced repeatedly from the observations and interviews.
Models of varying scales, intentions and materials were encouraged increasing gradually in refinement building on the
gained experience of previous stages. The instructor also chose to always use models to demonstrate his feedback,
where all student models were discussed collectively and comparatively, some getting disassembled and reassembled
or modified in such a way that revealed ideas to students. There was a clear attempt to rattle the student’s tendency
to see their models as a finished representation of the idea and not as an exploration and idea testing tool.
These three categories of codes came together to describe how the instructor’s method of announcing the tasks,
reminding of their goals, following up on the progress, and giving his feedback created a push context that constantly
gave a sense that the task at hand was tough and required a serious amount of work, while having a unique beneficial
quality. CES6 mentions how that approach, although being hard, allowed them to take concepts more seriously, as
“this term we are actually using the concept as a driver rather than adding it at the end”, and CES9 felt that “we are
learning too much in so little time”.

7.2 The Pull
The theme The Pull, captured the codes describing how the context pulled the students through the different hard
tasks by providing supporting techniques and methods. The Pull theme was developed in three distinct areas: The
Engagement, Studio Culture, and Self-Learning. These three facets seemed to both independently and collectively
operate in the different stages of the course to create a context that supports students in the ordeal they felt they
were put in by being pushed into this rapid demanding task of designing a unique product using a unique and different
process.
First, it was observed and mentioned by the students, that the instructor asks a lot of questions when presented with
any designed product. It was mentioned in more than one interview that the instructor is “always asking why?”. It was
noticed by both the participating author and the students that his questioning is intended to allow him, and them, to
better understand what they wanted to achieve, and as CES13 mentions “we reach common ground together due to
him asking”. Then the instructor was noticed to follow up with further questions of “How can we make this better?” as
CES5 puts it. The students seemed to notice how this was different from the feedback they were used to from
previous instructors, and more importantly, they also appreciated how the instructor sought to put himself and them
in a constant state of engagement. The continuous line of questioning every time he sat down with one of the
students or in a group crit appeared to allow him to engage their products while allowing them to engage his process.
CES13 saw the process to be more inclusive, as she noticed how that “Other professors don’t care if I am convinced or
not, [He] however wants us to leave understanding and making sure by asking a lot about how the thing works”.
The Studio Culture created within the socio-cultural context of the studio was the second facet of the pull theme. One
of the main contributors to the creation of that studio culture was the constant state of collective learning. The studio
was turned from a space where students came to receive instructions and feedback from faculty members, to a stage
where students have equal and collective opportunities to present, receive instructor feedback, receive collective
feedback, and learn from collective mistakes. This studio culture also allowed students to collect diverse design
knowledge presented not only by the instructor, but also by the processes and products presented by the other
students. Constructive feedback took a new form that is beyond that provided by the instructor. Pointing out the
mistakes in one model was more obvious and acceptable when discussed by fellow students. That open culture
created in the studio allowed students to clearly understand where their development stands in comparison to the
rest of the students, and push those who wished to excel further. Also, another perceived benefit of this studio
culture expressed by one of the students was that being exposed to all the other projects with their different
structural systems and challenges gave her a reservoir of ideas to use in future design projects in future courses even
if she herself did not use that specific system in the AR454 course.
The third facet of the pull manifested as students felt they gained the tools required for self-learning. The instructor
created such a context by doing three things. First, he announced from the first day of class that mistakes are
welcomed in his studio, such a notion was brought up explicitly several other times that they were important learning
7
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tools. This attitude was affirmed in instances when students were allowed to complete their presentations although
several technical mistakes were presented, and the instructor only pointed out the mistakes in case other students did
not point them out, while still appreciating the rest of the effort put in other parts of the presentation, which the
students looked back on with appreciation. That encourages students to try out new ideas and/or present them while
not being inhibited by their potential shortcomings.
Secondly, the instructor always asked the students to go and research what was missing or problematic in their
proposals without providing them with the solution. This grounding of the process in the research allowed them to
resolve whatever mistakes they made themselves, and instilled self-confidence and independence. Thirdly, this selflearning and research-based approach was enforced by information retention, as the instructor did not give any
lectures other than the comments he made while the students made their structural research presentations in the
beginning of the course, and then in his design feedback in the rest of the course. Only one student expressed
experiencing elevated stress from not being told what to do specifically, which took her into a tunnel vision on that
underdeveloped solution struggling to develop it further. However, with time she managed to emerge from that state
and began to gain more confidence and control over her development.
These three conditions, of heightened engagement, open studio culture, and self-learning process appear to have
together allowed the students to acquire enough design knowledge to be able to express their concepts and develop
their ideas independently in the first two projects they were assigned, depending mainly on the general critique they
got from the instructor in the group crits. More individual, one-to-one feedback was necessary to resolve more
intricate details in the third and larger final project.

8 Conclusion
It appears that those two states of push and pull collectively contributed to creating a socio-cultural context for the
studio that became perceived by the students as a unique course process. The context had already presented itself to
the students even before registering to the summer semester course through the course reputation. The push
attributes of the toughness of the process, the serious job required from the students, and the unique quality of the
processes and products required in each stage, together emphasized the prevalent sense of urgency and propelled
students ahead throughout the duration of the course. That sense of urgency appears to have been balanced by a
sense of support that helped pull the students through their ordeal within the studio. That support presented itself in
the form of the engagement the instructor achieved with them, the studio culture cultivating peer-learning, and the
environment that encouraged self-learning.
This balance has created a state of the optimal load, which does not exceed the students’ abilities, nor fall short of
pushing them to test their limits to gain beneficial knowledge and experiences. This balanced tension allowed the
students to take risks and to make mistakes while feeling supported by the faculty and the context. Simultaneously,
the persistent push for continuous development with each stage of the process and with each of the three projects
gave the push-pull dialectic a progressive trajectory. This allowed the students to engage the course with a sense of
exploration that is regulated by the seriousness of the process, ensuring the exploration of new design knowledge, by
ensuring its efficient use in the project. This student-centred educational approach appears to have admitted different
possibilities and generated new interventions as postulated by Önal and Turgut (2017).
A part of that acquired design knowledge–and one that played a major role in the course–was the understanding of
how structural systems influenced architectural design, which is considered a kind of professional knowledge that is
most effectively learned by students especially during states of engagement and participation (Cross, 1983). The
interviews revealed how some of the students’ first-hand model assembly of structure-based experiences achieved
what was identified by Nigel Cross as the tactile experience (Cross, 1983).
Such an experience appears to have accentuated their sense of structure in their following courses, and gave them a
feel of how their structures work, rather than simply how to calculate its loads. The intensive model-making
experience typically allows students to gain their structural design knowledge as tacit knowledge (Polanyi, 2009),
hence raising their skills in using different structural systems. That model of teaching allows the students to appreciate
directly the qualities of the materials and systems through the tacit sensations of the tool in the hand (Schön, 1987, p.
23). The ARCH 454 course achieves this via continuous first-hand model assembly of structure-based models, and the
regular force-load testing that these models have to bear in each design jury, which acted as part of that push that the
students anticipated to face in each class.
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That socio-cultural context of the course places the students and their buildings under the stress of failure and
breakdown. That breakdown brings about a moment of interruption of the habitual manners by which students
design, which is essential for the development of their design skills. Such breakdowns are important positive cognitive
functions that reveal to the new students the nature of design and buildings making them “present-to-hand”
(Winograd & Flores, 1986, p. 77).
Engagement and critical inquiry tend to foster students with stronger grasp of the creative process (Callahan, 2017).
With the constant critical feedback and pointing out the missed dimensions or potentials, students were pushed to
explore more alternatives, which forced them to detach themselves from the anchor of that first design alternative
that inhibits them from seeing other alternatives. The first alternatives are usually the obvious ones, and their
development comes in the form of the limited tweaking of it, leaving the more creative alternative unreachable
(Keeney, 1996).
Relying on his reputation as a tough grader, the course instructor was actually free not to prove that all the time,
which allowed him to provide those methods of pull within the context of the studio as to foster competence in the
students. It also seemed to free the students from focusing on the grades and instead they focused their attention on
figuring out the next steps.
Furthermore, the instructor’s collective discussions created a platform of equality, where the opinions of students are
as relevant as his. This manifests in his constant invitation to the students to evaluate and grade several of the
products designed by their fellow students. With this, the instructor suspends the traditional hierarchical power
structure within the design studio which contributes to the students’ sense of empowerment and encourages further
exploration. An increase in the sense of democratization is considered important for the overall improvement of the
quality of the architectural professional services and products at large (Ward, 1990). Such distribution of power in the
studio and its positive influence of encouraging ideas and voices appear to correspond to findings of similar studies
(Austerlitz & Sachs, 2006).
The continuous collective juries and discussions allowed students to benchmark their projects within the group’s
output, thus developing a sense of their progress relative to the patterns within the whole student group. This pushed
the students to change (Alexander, 1964, p. 54), especially when they perceived results of their work to be weak
within the larger pattern of the class. Those collective juries also allow each student to publicize the output of their
conceptualization in a public arena over and over, hence allowing them to feel comfortable exposing their new ideas,
which is usually thought of as a risk (Adams, 1994). The instructor’s ability to initially accept all ideas allows the
students to overcome that emotional block that keeps most students from sounding their ideas and trying to convince
others with their validity, which decreases the emotions of fear of failure and embarrassment which usually puts
students in a situation of stress (Austerlitz, 2007). This is assumed to be one of the reasons behind the feeling that
many of the course students got after the course, namely the feeling of being designers. This also seems to have
elevated the social pressure that tends to put some students in the situation of stuckness as postulated by Sachs
(1999).
It appears that those special characteristics related to instructor and method contributed to shaping the socio-cultural
context of the studio differently from the other studios in the same school, according to the students. The emergent
context appears to be characterized by a state of dichotomous tension that leads the students into a process of selfdiscovery, which exceeds the specified learning outcomes of the course. This may also explain the perception by many
of the architecture students in the AUC that there was something different, or even unique about the learning
experience in this course.

9 Further Work
That dichotomous tension between the push and pull process appears to consequently allow for the emergence of
another balance between two other phenomena within the studio. For the instructor to gauge and adjust the balance
with the different temperaments of the different students, and the different stages of their progress, another balance
between a state of obscurity and challenge from one side, and a state of hope and vision on the other appeared to
play an important role in complementing the initially identified balance between the push and pull. These two new
themes have emerged through the gathered data are yet not fully developed, and it is our intention to further explore
those themes and their relation to the push-pull dialectic in another paper.
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Although the paper represented the themes involved in the specific case of the studied studio, these themes do not
present a specific recipe for a successful process-oriented structure-based course, since the interplay between them
and the continuous evaluation and modification of the process according to the student performance in class remains
the paramount issue achieving a successful mix.
The authors of this paper intend to further analyse and compare the findings of this study with other data collected
regarding student individual project development and faculty teaching styles. It also intends to analyse the findings in
relation to educational psychology in terms of factors related to the motivation of learning, engagement, self-directed
learning, and effective feedback. By doing so, it is intended that further insights could be provided towards
understanding the pedagogical values of studio-based teaching and learning and its potential effectiveness not only in
architectural education, but in design education, and pedagogy as a whole.
Disclaimer: This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, commercial, or notfor-profit sectors.
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